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REMARKS 

Claims 2-9, 11-12 and 17-39 were pending in the present application from which 
claims 5-7. 28, 33 and 36-37 have been cancelled with out prejudice ot disclaimer of the 
subject matter therein. Thus, only 25 total claims remain pending. Il is respectfully 
submitted that the pending claims define allowable subject mailer. 

Initially, the Examiner and the Supervising Examiner are thanked for holding a 
telephone; conference with the undersigned on October 22, 2007, to discuss certain 
aspects of the outstanding Office Action. During the teleconference, differences were 
discussed between the claims, Orliz and Verna. It was tentatively agreed that if claims 22 
and 23 were clarified to refer to remote hye video content from a venue different from the 
local venue , such claim amendments would overcome the outstanding obviousness 
rejections of claims 22 and 23 based on Verna and Ortiz. 

In the Outstanding Office Action, 2-9, 1 1-12 and 17-39 have been rejected under 
35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Verna in view of Ortiz. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection for reasons explained during the telephonic interview 
and as set forth below. 

Claims 22 and 23 concern, among other things, methods and systems for 
providing video content to portable video devices used by spectators while at a local 
venue where a local event is occurring. The method of claim 22 includes, among other 
things, receiving a remote video signal comprising remote live event video eontenl 
associated with a remote event that is located at a venue different from the local venue 
where the local event is occurring. Claim 23 comprises a system having, among other 
things, a local broadcast system thai receives a remote video signal comprising remote 
live evenl video content associated with a remote event that is located at a venue different 
from Ihe local venue where the local event is occurring. 

Neither Vema nor Ortiz teach or suggest the claimed method and system. As 
agreed to in the Outstanding Office Action, Verna lacks, among other things, disclosure 
of receiving at least one of a plurality of remote video signals of the claimed nature. In 
the Office Action, it was alleged that Orliz made up for this deficiency. During the 
telephonic interview, it was explained that the content suggested by Ortiz differed from 
Ihe claimed rcmolc live event video content. In particular, the discussion in Ortiz at 
columns 14-16 cited in the Office Action, when fully considered, does not teach or 
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suggest the use of remote live event video content associated wilh a remote event that is 
located at a venue different from the local venue where the locaJ event occurring. Thus, 
it is respectfully submitted that claims 22 and 23 are patentably distinct over the 
combined teachings of Ortiz and Verna. 

Further, while differences have bean identified between the claims and the 
combined teachings of Verna and Ortiz, Applicants do not concede, but instead traverse, 
the combination of Ortiz and Verna, ft would not havtr been obvious to the person of 
ordinary skill to modify Verna' s system based upon the teachings of Ortiz in the manner 
maintained in Lhe Outstanding Office Action. Claims 22 and 23 provide that the portable 
video devices arc able to select between local and remote video signals for viewing on 
the portable video devices. In Vernal system, the selecting system 140 selects which 
incoming signal should be passed on io the portable reviewing systems 220. The 
reviewing systems 220 arc not provided wilh the incoming signals 1 10. Thus, to the 
extent that the teachings of Verna and Ortiz are combined, at best, Ortiz's content would 
be provided to the selection system 140 ; not the reviewing system 220, 

Moreover, it is believed that numerous dependent claims recite additional 
patentably distinct features. For example, claim 2 recites a plurality of sources at local 
and remote venues. Claims 4 and IS further concern combining a plurality of remote 
video signals based upon at least one of geographic location, predetermined criteria, 
content type and user preferences. Claims 27 and 35 further recite broadcasting a 
plurality of local video signals over the area encompassing the local event for display on 
the portable devices. Claim 29 further defines the method to include determining the 
remote event video content based on a type of local event. Claim 30 further defines the 
method of claim 22 to select the remote event video content that is received by a local 
broadcasL system to be for a remote event that is of a similar type of event at the local 
event. Claim 31 further defines the method of claim 22 as controlling the local and 
remote event video content to be Tor local and remote football games. None of the 
foregoing determining, selecting and controlling operations are taught by Verna or Orb?,. 
The additional remaining dependent claims also recite further limitations that are neither 
taught nor suggested by the prior art, 

As one example, not intended to be limiting in any manner, the method and 
system of claims 22 and 23 encompass providing live video content associated with a 
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local football game and one or mote remote football games, For example, the Ideal video 
signal may represent a live broadcast of a home game (e.g., such viewable on network 
TV, close-circuit TV at the stadium and the like). Alternatively, or in addition, the local 
video signal may be one or more video signals from particular video cameras located 
around the event. The remote live event video content may represent live video of a 
different/remote football game, such as another NFL football game, a college football 
game, a high school football game and the like The user would then receive both the 
local/home game and at least one remule live football game and be provided the ability to 
select between live video for the lucal and remote games at a portable device (e.g., a 
PDA, a head-up Display, a display screen on a cell phone, a laptop computer, a hand-held 
viewer such as the Kangaroo TV viewer, and the like). Another example of a remote live 
event video signal may represent the DirectTV M'L Sunday Tieket or DirectTV lied 
Zone channel which shows live video from one or more other football games when a 
team has advanced the ball within the 20 yard line, For avoidance of doubt, il is 
understood that information, in addition to the remote live video content, may also be 
transmitted lo, and presentable on, the portable video device, such as schedules, 
standings, pre-game shows, replays, game stats for the home game, game stats across the 
league, fantasy football league statistics, real-time fantasy football updates and the like. 

In view of the foregoing, il is respectfully submitted tliat the pending claims 
define allowable subject matter, Should anything remain in order to place the present 
application in condition for allowance, the examiner is kindly invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Dale: October 30. 2 007 




Dean D, Small, Reg. No. 34,730 
The Small Patent Law Group LLP 
611 Olive Street, Ste. 1611 
St. Louis, Missouri 63101 
(314) 584-4 0 H I 
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